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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Kenneth Edward Franks appeals the revocation of his supervised
release term and imposition by the district court of a term of impris-
onment comporting with 18 U.S.C.A. § 3583(e) (West Supp. 1996),
and the United States Sentencing Guidelines. Franks's attorney has
filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738
(1967), concluding that there are no meritorious grounds for appeal,
but raising three issues: (1) that the district court erred in allowing the
introduction of hearsay evidence at the revocation hearing; (2) that the
district judge violated Fed. R. Crim. P. 11 by allowing Franks's attor-
ney to admit to Franks's violations of his supervised release terms;
and (3) that the statutory provision allowing admission of a violation
of supervised release absent a full, knowing, and intelligent waiver of
the right to a hearing violates the Fifth Amendment to the United
States Constitution. Franks was notified of his right to file an addi-
tional brief, which he failed to do.

In accordance with the requirements of Anders , we have examined
the entire record and find no meritorious issues for appeal. We find
that the district court properly revoked Franks's term of supervised
release based on his admitted violations of the conditions of such
release. See 18 U.S.C.A. § 3583(e)(3) (West Supp. 1996); United
States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th Cir. 1992). Moreover, Franks
received all the substantive and procedural rights due him, and the
revocation hearing comported with the mandates of the Federal Rules
of Evidence, the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, and Morrissey
v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471 (1972). Finally, we find that the sentence
imposed by the district judge was proper under the law. See 18
U.S.C.A. § 3583(e).

This Court requires that counsel inform his client, in writing, of his
right to petition the Supreme Court of the United States for further
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review. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but counsel
believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then counsel may
move in this Court for leave to withdraw from representation. Coun-
sel's motion must state that a copy thereof was served on the client.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the Court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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